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River Corridor Recreation Management Plan and Bnvirental Assessment. All of the
comments on the Draft Plan and EA were recordetheir original format and sortgd

into categories that included the Issues in theaBd other topics pertaining to the Drhft
Plan. This was followed byguantitative andqualitative analysis on the comments. The
guantitative analysis recorded the total number of people who commerdrda
particular issue or topic; the number of people whpported each alternative; and fhe
number of people who commented on an issue or toygiaid not clearly support gn
alternative. Theualitative analysis consolidated similar or identical comments int@ pn
comment. A response was prepared for each commeintha results included in this
document titled Response to Public Comments. Tw @i€opies of the Decision Noti¢e
or the Final Plan visit the FWP web site, SmithdRilan fwp.mt.goy).

On July 20, 2009 FWP issued a Decision Notice her $mith River State Park aj\vd
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Response to Public Comments

1 FLOATER OPPORTUNITIES
Alternatives

Alternative A: Maintain Current Lottery and Allodan System

Alternative B (Preferred by Agency): Establish Mimim Age Requirement

Alternative C: Establish Minimum Age RequirementgdYear Waiting Period, and Group Size
Reduction Incentive

Comments

a) Comment: The minimum age requirement for applicants waekllt in only a small increase in
odds for other applicants at the expense of oppitis for youth to apply and obtain a permit.

Response: The amount of the increase would depend on the eunflipeople who apply for a
permit. FWP examined the applicant data for the years 30@tigh 2009. Using this data set,
FWP estimated that a minimum applicant age requeregraf 18 would have reduced the
applicant pool by approximately 4.0% or anywheoarfr230 to 280 applicants per year. The
overall odds of drawing a permit would have incesharound 1.0%. FWP will consider this
relatively small increase in drawing odds alongweihy potential impact on youth
opportunities to participate in the drawing.

b) Comment: The current system unfairly favors families witkildren in that they can submit a
permit application for each member of the familyminimum age requirement would allow for a
better distribution of the permits.

Response: As illustrated by the comments on this issue, speaple support a minimum age
requirement for the reason that it would increageadds of drawing a permit if the number of
people applying is reduced. Other people arguethieaé is little difference between family
members applying for permit compared to a groufsiends applying for a permit.

c) Comment: If the intent of the proposed minimum applicant agguirement was to ensure there is
a responsible adult leading the trip, a better @qgn would be to require the presence of an adult
on each trip without imposing a minimum age requeat for applicants.

Response: The minimum applicant age requirement was propasea means to ensure that
successful applicants are mature enough to lead artd as a means to increase the statistical
odds of drawing a permit by removing children amnfémts from the application pool.

Requiring an adult to be present on all float tigpanother means of helping to ensure there is
a responsible trip leader.

d) Comment: FWP, like many other agencies, is working to emage youth to participate in outdoor
recreation in reaction to national trends that sf@mer youth participating in outdoor activities. A
minimum applicant age requirement may result indieyoung people enjoying the Smith,
something that is contrary to the agency’s goahafeasing youth participation.



e)

9)

h)

Smith River Response to Public Comments

Response: FWP is concerned about the decrease in youticjpeating in outdoor activities and the
agency has a number of programs designed to adtiiesssue. The interest in floating the Smith
River far exceeds the opportunities (permits) amd and therefore FWP is examining ways to
increase the odds for people to participate. Thekides considering a minimum age requirement.
Prior to making a decision FWP will consider thadfis of a minimum age requirement and
whether this approach might have a detrimental enpa youth interest in the Smith River and the
outdoors in general.

Comment: Children in school are limited to float trips thaatcur during the peak of the float
season, the most difficult launch dates to obfBirerefore, it is fair for families with children to
submit an application for each family member (retgss of age) as a means to increase their
drawing odds for these peak launch dates.

Response: The odds of obtaining a permit for a launch datthe peak season are less for
everyone. As pointed out in this comment, it cduddmore difficult for families with school-
age children to apply for launch dates outsiddnefgeak period when school is in session.
Likewise, there are various reasons for why peobtemse to apply for peak season launch
dates, e.g. vacation time, weather, water flons, et

Comment: Like adults, children under sixteen appreciateuhique experience of a Smith River
float trip. The permit application process, andékeitement of drawing a permit, is something that
children should be able to experience.

Response: While the minimum age requirement would prohibiilaten under 16 to participate
in the permit application process, they would $tdlallowed to participate in a float trip. FWP
appreciates the excitement associated with draavipgrmit and will take this into
consideration as a part of assessing ways to iserée opportunities for people to obtain a
permit.

Comment: A benefit of the current system (assuming thatdteases the odds for families with
children) is that family groups tend to be smaittenumber and therefore have less impact on the
resources and other floaters.

Response: FWP does not have specific data that would vevifiether groups with children are
on average smaller than groups without children.

Comment: FWP allows someone who is12 years old to obtdiarding license and yet is
proposing a minimum age requirement to apply f8nath River Permit. This seems contradictory
if the purpose of the minimum age requirement iamh¢o ensure the applicant is mature enough
to lead a Smith River trip.

Response: There may be some merit in comparing a Smith Rieat trip with other activities
of a similar nature in terms of the maturity of fherticipant. In each case the safety of the
participant and those around them must be consldere
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Comment: A preference point system would eventually rewthise people who consistently
submit a permit application.

Response: The extent to which a preference point system wowdtease the odds of an
individual obtaining a permit would depend in pamtthe number of other people accumulating
preference points.

Comment: If the goal is to increase the odds of drawingeamt, the wait-period should apply to
everyone who floats the river, not just the penstwo draws the permit.

Response: FWP could consider applying a waiting period top@bple who float the river,
regardless of whether they were the permit hoM#rile this would increase the odds for some
people, it would also impact a larger number ofgheavho would have to wait to float the
river.

Comment: A waiting period would increase the odds of draywnpermit for those people who do
not have a social network of friend who also agptya permit.

Response: Having a social network of friends applying for ipéts is one way that people are
able to float the river. As noted, this could becpesed as unfair to those individuals who
apply on their own and do not get to go if theyspeally do not draw a permit. There are
pluses and minuses associated with each approach.

m) Comment: FWP could implement a waiting period for succelsapplicants but still allow these

people to obtain cancelled permits.

Response: This idea could help to alleviate the concernseafgle who draw a permit and do
not want to be prohibited from participating on doew float trip.

n) Comment: FWP should take steps to increase the odds fgi@&do have never drawn a permit.

Response: The preference points system for unsuccessful @@k and a waiting period for
successful applicants are two ways to increasedds of someone drawing a permit.
Imposing a one-year waiting period for successbpliaants would provide a greater increase
in statistical odds.

0) Comment: The drawing system should be designed so thagbéfrson’s name is drawn the system

considers all of the dates (choices) they submiigfdre going on to the next person.

Response: The Smith River permit allocation system considérsf the first choices for a
particular date and randomly allocates the per(@it®aximum). The system does this for each
date, randomly allocating permits to the first cdasi. The system then goes back through the
dates and allocates permits to second choicesafgy when there are permits still available
(days on which there were fewer than 9 first che)icEhe system repeats this process for the
third choices. FWP can consider alternatives t® dpproach but this system was designed to
be as fair as possible to all applicants and nsrtibe system used to allocate special hunting
permits.
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p) Comment: The current permit allocation system provides afain advantage to outfitters in that
FWP designates a certain number of trips for comialkeuse. An improvement would be to
allocate all of the permits to the public and thdow the permit holders to decide whether they
want to hire the services of an outfitter.

Response: The Smith River Act mandates FWP to provide comthuecreational and
commercial use. Commercial outfitting on the $nktiver has averaged 53 launches per year
over the past 15 years, or approximately 8% oftth@ number of launches during that time
period. Changing to an allocation system that isquermit to individuals (none to outfitters)
could result in more non-outfitted opportunities ftoat the river while having a negative
impact on the outfitting industry on the Smith Riverhich is accustomed to booking trips far
in advance.

g) Comment: One way to increase the success rate it to adq@atmits to groups, rather than to
individuals. This would help to reduce the numblecancellations that occur when multiple people
from one group apply for a permit

Response: There are permitted river systems in which a groagpto apply for the permit, all
of the participants are named in the applicatiow, the people listed are not eligible to apply
for a separate permit. This approach requires iagdittrip planning in advance to identify all
of the people who plan to go on the trip. FWP ke this into consideration as a part of
evaluating various ideas to improve floater oppuittes.

r) Comment: FWP should consider ways to encourage smallepgrauch as enhanced drawing
odds for small groups.

Response: FWP could develop incentives for people who agoeftoait as a smaller group (less
than the 15 person maximum group size). This couldide preference points for small group
applications.

s) Comment: The successful applicants affected by the wapiegod might join other groups in the
future (during the waiting period) and thereforergase the average group size.

Response: FWP will take this into account before making afidecision.

t) Comment: The Smith River Citizen Advisory Committee did soijpport a waiting period or
preference points system and therefore this alti@mahould not be considered.

Response: FWP considered the recommendations of the advismmymittee when developing
the Draft Management Plan and Environmental Assestrithe committee’s
recommendations and the public comments will besiclened before making a final decision.

u) Comment: Reissuing all cancelled permits is a viable praptsat would enable more people to
float the Smith River (as opposed to the currefitpavhere some of the cancelled permits are not
reallocated during the peak season). Consideritigithe reallocated permits during the peak
season to a reduced group size number.
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Response: FWP is considering this idea as one way to incregpertunities to float the river
within the overall cap on permits and people. Tineant policy of not reallocating all of the
cancelled permits during the peak period is intdrtdeaddress concerns about social condition
during the peak use season. Some people have gpainte¢hat there is a maximum group size
and a cap on launches allowed per day and that $tMsedd allocate all opportunities within
these sideboards.

v) Comment: To increase the opportunities for people to ftbatriver, consider limiting the number
of times that person is allowed to float the rieach year. This would enable other people to go in
their place.

Response: This idea assumes that in the absence of peoplaaluady floated the river that
year, a group would fill those spots with othergleavho have not already floated. This
proposal involves both personal and group dynathasare difficult to predict.

w) Comment: The permit allocation system should provide priee for residents of Montana.

Response: FWP has rules governing the recreational usevefs in Montana, which state that
nonresidents should have reasonable and equitpptatonities compared to other recreational
users to enjoy Montana’s resources. "Reasonableguitable” as applied to nonresidents
means recreational use that fairly considers ttexests of all types of recreational users, and is
not intended to mean that each type of recreatiosal must have the exact same share of use in
terms of the timing, amount, and location of udee Tules also state that management plans and
rules may not differentiate based solely on thelegxy of the river user unless the FWP
commission determines the best available dataatelithat the amount of use by residents or
nonresidents is a primary contributor to an idéedifproblem. While nonresidents do obtain
permits to float the Smith, FWP has not concluded the portion of permits that go to
nonresidents is a primary contributor to the ovetdiculty of drawing a permit.

2 BOAT CAMP SELECTION PROCESS

Alter natives

Alternative A: Continue the First Come — First SeBoat Camp Selection Process
Alternative B (Preferred by Agency): Implement anBam Boat Camp Selection Process

Comments

a) Comment: The current system of float groups choosing baatfs based on the order that groups
arrive at Camp Baker (first-come, first-serve)im@e and the public is already accustomed to this
system. This raises a question as to why FWP seesdto change to a new system.

Response: FWP does not dispute the fact that there are pespb are accustomed to the
current selection process and would prefer that FMEnake any changes. FWP has also
heard from some people who believe that the foste— first serve selection process favors
those people who have the ability to show up eamly that there are some people who cannot
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arrive early enough to obtain a higher spot ingdlection order. The random selection process
could help to create a more equitable selectiongs® and eliminate the need to arrive a day or
more in advance in order to get in line. The comimesceived during this planning process

will be used to determine the public’s support andbncerns for the two approaches to boat
camp selection.

b) Comment: The department suggests that it would use fldatgr and other forms of public input
to evaluate the random boat camp selection progésstloater logs from past years do not
indicate that the boat camp selection procespislalem, which raises a question as to why FWP
sees a need to change to a new system.

Response: FWP has received some input in the past from gedigkatisfied with the current
first come — first serve system. Comments receorethis draft plan and the alternatives for
boat camp selection will be useful to determinertatire and extent of the concern.

c) Comment: A random boat camp selection process would be wmreglicated for the department
to administer and for the public to understand.

Response: FWP acknowledges that there are details assoacitldilternative B that would
have to be addressed before implementation. FWjgopeal to implement Alternative B on a
two-year trial basis which would enable the ageiocgvaluate the system, make
improvements, or return to the original first comBrst serve selection process. Initial
consideration of Alternative B has not indicatedttthere would be ongoing additional
implementation cost (beyond the costs of the ctisgstem). There could be come initial costs
associated with getting started but these are moligted to be significant.

d) Comment: Randomly assigning boat camps to people would mak#icult for people to
schedule trips based on the size of their grougpnilies they want to travel each day, and their
preference to camp at a favorite camp or neahafishole or hiking trail.

Response: The random selection process would only apptpéoorder in which people select
their boat camps. FWP would not randomly assigrn baps to people, which would mean
that they would have no ability to select campshair own. FWP concurs that randomly
assigning camps could create logistical problem#éldaters. A random picking order,
however, would not be significantly different thidwe first come — first serve process once the
picking order has been established: Under botlesysthere would be people who get to pick
camps before others get to pick and the poterargbéople who pick last to have fewer
alternatives.

e) Comment: Under the current boat camp selection process) #nase people who choose last have
access to desirable boat camps.

Response: With either approach, there would be people witk pamps after others have
already selected some of the camps. FWP acknowddtigethe boat camps have different
attributes, some of which are more desirable thihare. However, all of the boat camps can
accommodate the maximum group size and providé@ab$el overnight camping experience.
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Comment: One benefit of the first come — first serve setgcprocess is that float groups arrive
early at Camp Baker and have time to prepare far thip and enjoy each others company.

Response: FWP recognizes the enjoyment and benefits definegd arriving at Camp Baker
the day before the launch date. This opportunituld@xist under either alternative.

Comment: A random selection process would cater to peojple want to put minimal effort into
getting to the launch site. The current systemravesidents of Montana and changing to a
random process would make it easier for nonressdienselect camps before residents.

Response: There are various reasons for why some peopleeaatiCamp Baker later than
others. This may be due to travel distances, wohnkedules, or vacation schedules. FWP would
not categorize these people as putting minimakeifito getting to the launch site. Neither of
the boat camp selection processes are designagidoresidents or nonresidents.

Comment: The first come — first serve boat camp selectimtess is unlikely to increase the
number of people who visit White Sulphur Springsibasses, as was suggested in the
Environmental Assessment.

Response: FWP does not dispute the fact that some peopierpaé businesses in White
Sulphur Springs under the current boat camp selegtiocess. There is the potential for
increased business in White Sulphur Springs if npei@ple choose to stay overnight there
instead of staying at Camp Baker because they twas@cure their place in the picking order
(current system). FWP cannot quantify this assupngtiowever and therefore the agency will
not make its decisions solely on this matter.

Comment: The Draft Plan indicates the department’s interesnsuring that all of the boat camps
can accommodate a group of fifteen people. Undectirent system of selecting boat camps it is
not necessary to ensure all boat camps can accoatenfiiieen people.

Response: It is FWP’s goal to ensure that each boat canpghysically capable of
accommodating the maximum group size (15 peopla.purpose of this goal is to ensure that
floaters have enough room for cooking and campiitlgimvthe core camping area while
minimizing resource impacts outside of the impaetaThis goal would apply under the
current boat camp selection process and the raseétauntion process.

Comment: Under a random boat camp selection process tligtenst may not be able to find
campsites adequate for their clients if they avedn the selection order.

Response: Another point of view is that all floaters, commiat and noncommercial, should
have equitable opportunities to select the camp#sitey desire — no system should favor the
interests of outfitters over the general publizvisa versa. FWP has assessed each boat camp
and while some have larger areas or more populandes than others, FWP believes that all
can accommodate the maximum group size.

Comment: It is not fair that guides (sometimes paid by théitier) can show up before everyone
else as a means to secure a place in the selectien A random selection process would be more
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equitable for all floaters. The random selectioogesss should apply to both commercial and
noncommercial users.

Response: The proposal to implement a random selection m®oes based in part of

concerns from people who observed commercial {setfitters or guides) arriving early at
Camp Baker in order to secure a place in the sefeotder. Some people viewed this as an
unfair practice that placed the general public disadvantage compared to commercial users
who could pay someone to arrive early. The randelecton process could help to address this
concern but it does not specifically target comnatresers and instead is designed to provide a
more equitable system for all users. The propoaedam selection process would apply
equally to commercial and noncommercial users.

) Comment: A random boat camp selection process would eliteittee need to stay overnight at
Camp Baker in order to secure a place in the seteotder. This would benefit the people who are
concerned about the camping conditions at CamprBakese, rude behavior, late night arrivals).

It would also benefit people who under the curssiéction process make two trips to Camp Baker
in order to drop someone off early to establistteagin the selection order.

Response: Switching to a random boat camp selection proceskl result in fewer people
staying overnight at Camp Baker and provide petiechoice to stay elsewhere the night
before their launch date. The issues of noise, bathavior, and late night arrivals could be a
concern under both Alternatives. FWP apprecidtissinput and will continue to promote and
enforce appropriate behavior at Camp Baker. Altared could reduce the need to arrive at
Camp Baker early and cut down on the number o$ tipd/or vehicles required.

m) Comment: The first come — first serve selection procegai@s extra stress and congestion at
Camp Baker for the reason that some people amigeot three days ahead of their launch date just
so they can be the first to choose campsites.

Response: Alternative B would attempt to reduce the needoeople to arrive at Camp Baker
early solely for the purpose of securing a placthéselection order. FWP recognizes that some
people choose to arrive early for other reasogs tiee to organize gear and equipment. FWP is
concerned about congestion at Camp Baker and isagay several ways to address this issue.

n) Comment: FWP could allow people who arrive the day beforsrttaunch date to request sites.
The actual assignment of sites could occur eardygh in the morning so that people have the
opportunity to launch early in the day without dage

Response: There is the potential to assign boat camps tplpasho arrive the day before their
launch as long as the selection order was mairdaka example, if the first three groups
show up the day before, FWP could register themadlods them to pick their camps. FWP
would also conduct registration and the selectimtgss early enough in the morning to allow
people to launch at their desired time.
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3 RIVER CAPACITY AND SOCIAL CONDITIONS

Alternatives

Alternative A: Maintain Current River Capacity, Rer Allocation, and Quantitative Social Indicators
and Standards

Alternative B (Preferred by Agency): Maintain Curt&iver Capacity and Establish a Social Indicator
with Qualitative Standards

Alternative C: Reduce River Capacity and Permibédition and Maintain Current Social Indicators
and Standards

Comments

a) Comment: The number of encounters with other boaters isargiiod indicator for solitude for the
reason that there are too many other variablesrnsider. The Smith River is not designated as
wilderness and social encounters with other pesipbelld be expected.

Response: FWP does not manage the Smith River as wildernidssvever, as the managing
agency, FWP is required to maintain the public’paunity to enjoy the “natural scenic
beauty and solitude” of the Smith River in accoawith the Smith River Management Act
(1989). The allocation of nine launches per dagsdesult in encounters with other people.
However, the frequency and volume of people en@radtis a very important issue to many
people who engage in outdoor recreation activitieise 2000 Sudy of Smith River Floaters
reflected a strong orientation toward experiendalifude and experiencing some very wild
country.

b) Comment: In regard to using satisfaction with encountera ascial indicator, would this apply to
boats on the water or also include boats at capgisit

Response: The concept of a Limits of Acceptable Change () Adlicator is based on

selected an overarching indicator that is mostasgmtative of the desired social conditions.
Encounters would be carefully defined to pertaimtbvidual boats on the river encountered
while floating the river and would not pertain toabs at the put-in, take-out and at boat camps.

c) Comment: The floater logs indicate that current satisfati®high and that should be an
indication that the current social conditions areegptable.

Response: The floater logs and tH#2900 Sudy of Smith River Floaters reflect a high level of
visitor satisfaction with the social and experiehtionditions on the Smith River. However,
existing standards for number of people in therrogeridor at one time and average group size
have been exceeded several times in the past 1. yea

d) Comment: Moving to a qualitative social indicator (satigfano with encounters) and doing away

with the quantitative indicators is consistent wathrrent research findings that suggest that
encounters with other groups has more affect dtovisatisfaction.
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Response: There is ample outdoor recreation-based socalareh to suggest that encounters
with other groups or individuals has an affect @itor satisfaction. There are several
examples where other agencies have selected “etezelUwith other persons or groups as the
most appropriate indicator for desired social cbads.

Comment: The current floater capacity is appropriate foafers but less so for people accessing
the river by foot to fish.

Response: The Smith River Management Plan and Environmekgakbssment primarily
focuses on river recreation and permitted floatintivities. The plan does not introduce any
capacity restrictions for individuals who lawfukgcess the river corridor on foot or horseback.

Comment: A reduction in the number of launches, maximunugrsize, and the number of
watercraft allowed per group should be a part effihal decision. As a means of reducing
resource and social impacts, consider ways to eethecsize of groups on the Smith River. The
quality of the experience is directly proportiot@khe size of the groups encountered.

Response: The2000 Study of Smith River Floaters reflected a low level of support for
decreasing current limits on the number of grodjosvad to launch each day during the peak
us season. FWP carefully considered an alternatiwdnich floater launch allocations and/or
group size would be further limited. With respecgroup size, research of group size limits
on other western rivers indicates that the SmitreRalready has one of the lowest maximum
group size limits.

Comment: FWP should cease to advertise the Smith Riveerethre already too many people
using the Smith River.

Response: The Smith River is a unique and important paftohtana’s State Park system and
as such receives some recognition and advertisitigai capacity. FWP does not actively
encourage the public to visit the Smith River tlgloyaid advertising. However, FWP is
responsible for ensuring that any interested Maamaor out of state visitor has access to
information that provides equal opportunity to exgece the Smith River. Current public
information provided through the Smith River webs#dppropriate news releases, and other
FWP sponsored publications focuses on trip planmegnmit application procedures, public
safety, resource protection, river regulationspailvhich are important to the long range
stewardship and enjoyment of this public resource.

Comment: Suggest that FWP cap use on the Smith at the 4dayerage as was done in the
Forest Service EIS for the Little Belt Travel Maratent Plan (2007).

Response: There are distinct differences between the UdBest Service Little Belts Travel
Management Plan which is focused primarily on fetack, and motorized recreation access
and the FWP Smith River Management Plan whichasged primarily on river recreation.
However, FWP does support the concept of contaiSmgh River use at current levels.

Comment: When addressing river capacity it is importantdasider the perspective of the
landowners and their tolerance for increasing use.

12
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Response: FWP acknowledges that the perception of riveridor landowners regarding river
capacity and use levels may vary from those ofltdaers. Landowner concerns with
increasing use were a factor in the plan’s desielition to contain use levels at current
levels and not increase the number of daily lauscteanaximum group size.

J) Comment: Designating certain boat camps for larger groupslavreduce conflicts with smaller
groups and ensure that the resources at those canpgthstand the impacts from large groups.

Response: There is little evidence showing a relationshapdeen user conflicts and the size
of boat camps, other than the fact that some lgrgeps occasionally get upset when a smaller
group obtains a boat camp that they coveted. R@#Rcarefully evaluated all of the boat
camps (see page 118 of the draft Management Pia@ndancluded that all boat camps can
adequately accommodate the maximum group size pefigons, with varying levels of space.
Resource impacts in boat camps can be mitigatachummber of ways, regardless of the size of
the group or the campsite. Complying with publie vsgulations and conscientiously
practicing Leave No Trace outdoor ethics are peslilap best overall means of minimizing
resource impacts.

k) Comment: Solitude is only one of several factors that iafluae overall satisfaction with the Smith
River float experience and it means different tkibgdifferent people. The floater logs would be a
better indicator than encounters with other grdopshe reason that floater log satisfaction
indicates overall satisfaction with a number ofafiént variables and overall satisfaction is
consistent with the intent of the Smith River Act.

Response: There are many factors that can affect a floatsotial and experiential values and
level of satisfaction with their Smith River. Whadministering a “limits of acceptable
change” process it is typical to select an indic#tat is most appropriate or reflective of to the
overall desired conditions for an area or expeeenather than a broad or open ended set of
indicators. Therefore FWP selected “encounters wfitier boats” as the indicator that was
most reflective of the desired conditions for teith River. FWP notes that according to the
Smith River Management Act, the Smith River watgnwaust be administered to maintain the
opportunity to enjoy the natural scenic beauty soldude. The floater logs provide an
important means of monitoring floater perceptiond aatisfaction with their Smith River
experience on a very broad basis. However, the dog not designed or administered in a
scientifically or statistically valid method, protmy the need for a properly designed method
to assess floater satisfaction with the desirecaboonditions.

[) Comment: The current quantitative indicators and standardsarbitrary and have no bearing on
user satisfaction.

Response: FWP shares this concern in that the current atdrs and standards based on the
total number of groups and floaters in the canyoesdchot have an immediate effect on
individual floater parties. This concern prompteshsideration for a qualitative satisfaction
based survey methodology rather than the curresmtgative methodology.

m) Comment: It is important to retain quantitative indicatoffie downside of relying solely on user
satisfaction to gauge river capacity is the potgtr increasing the river capacity if user
satisfaction is high.
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Response: FWP agrees that overall use levels must be aoedaat current levels. The
alternative that applies qualitative methodologyntended to assess floater satisfaction. FWP
could reduce the number of daily launches or maringuoup size at some point in the future
if floater satisfaction is low.

n) Comment: The average group size in past years has beethsthe maximum allowed and
therefore it is not necessary to reduce the maxirallmved and eliminate this option for those that
do want to have a larger group.

Response: Based on a quantitative approach, the averagggiae over the past 15 years is
6.54 people, as compared to the maximum allowahi® persons. This quantitative approach
does not necessarily reflect the effects of grom@ an social or experiential values of other
floaters. Additionally, the average group size basn steadily rising since 2006.

0) Comment: Suggest that FWP enable people to mail in the sesesfaction information rather than
asking people to provide this at the take-out whewople are busy putting away gear.

Response: FWP will consider other ways to gather floaters$action information. Options
include a mail-in, phone-in or website based mediamgi,.

4 USERFEES

Alternatives

Alternative A: Maintain Current User Fees
Alternative B (Preferred by Agency): Implement Metlelser Fee Increases, Charge Fees on a Year-
Round Basis, and Establish a Super Permit Lottery

Comments
a) Comment: The current fee system is adequate to meet ttie cbmanaging the river.

Response: The Parks Division of FWP reviews it fee strueterery two years (biennial fee
rule) and makes recommendations to the FWP comonissimodify fees. FWP does the same
for Smith River State Park within the Smith RivgreSial Use Rule. Fee increases over time
are necessary to keep up with inflation and in@daperational costs. The revenues
generated by Smith River State Park are depositedhie general parks earned revenue fund
and help support the operations of the park systemwhole.

b) Comment: FWP should determine the current cost of adminiggeihe drawing and compare this
amount with the projected revenue that might refsoith a nonrefundable application fee. The fee
mechanism should be revenue-neutral: an amouncttivats the cost of administering the
drawing. FWP should not use the fee increase asaasto enhance gross receipts for the agency.
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Response: Smith River State Park, like all Montana statekpais a user-supported program.
It is important that FWP maintain a viable userggecture (non-commercial and commercial)
to sustain operations while remaining fair, equéabffordable and commensurate with other
high quality outdoor and river recreation opporties. Alternative B (Preferred Alternative)
strives to increase revenues while also eliminaiegadministrative costs of issuing refunds.

c) Comment: A nonrefundable application fee could decreasentimber of people applying for
applications and result in a loss of revenue ferdbpartment.

Response: There is the possibility that a nonrefundableliappon fee could lead to fewer
people applying for permits. It would be importémestablish a fee amount that is reasonable
S0 as not to make the application process costiptivie. Given the continued popularity of
the Smith River, FWP feel it is highly unlikely the significant reduction in interest will occur
based on the modest non-refundable application fee.

d) Comment: FWP has not provided the public information ondhsts of implementing the permit
system and the revenue generated from the perest FBVP should not increase permit fees until
this information is provided and only increase féékis information shows a need for additional
revenue.

Response: As noted earlier, user fees are an essential coemnt of revenue enhancement that
funds state parks operations. The administraistscassociated with the permit drawing have
increased substantially over the past several yka¥do an increase in the number of
applicants. During this same time period, uses fes/e not increased and thus have not kept
pace with costs.

e) Comment: The current economy presents challenges for vatats and therefore this is not an
appropriate time to increase the fees.

Response: Any proposal to increase fees would be balanaddRWP's intent to provide
affordable opportunities for the public to enjog tBmith River.

f) Comment: The proposed fee increase for Smith River corridodowner floats (non-immediate
family) is not fair when compared to the fees cledrtp other users. This category of users would
pay a higher amount even though they use the infictare and sites less often than the general
public floaters (landowner floats are not allowedlb overnight trips and usually use private land
to launch and take out).

Response: FWP will consider the costs associated with adstenng landowner, private and
commercial floats when determining a fair and explé fee structure for all users.

g) Comment: The proposed fee increase would not be neceddavy® had not erected two
buildings at the Camp Baker put-in. These buildiwgse not necessary.

Response: A house and Ranger Station office were addedaroCBaker in 2007. The
funding for this Capital Improvement Project wasivid from capital funds approved in the
last biennium. The old log cabin, which is stilh@ntly on site and now serves as equipment
storage, had served as the office and employeerpios river rangers since 1983. FWP
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strives to provide a clean, safe and comfortableking environment for its employees. Due to
issues of structural dilapidation, cramped livimgl avorking space, heating inefficiencies, life-
safety deficiencies, and serious rodent problenmatoe a few, the log cabin was deemed
inadequate and unsafe for housing purposes. Ildetsmined that the most cost effective and
efficient solution was to construct new living gigsis and a separate office structure (Ranger
Station) which is open to the public. These imgraents have not only benefited the health,
welfare and comfort of the river rangers but hage aesulted in improved safety, comfort and
customer service for floaters at Camp Baker.

Comment: FWP should increase the fee for outfitters in otdegenerate additional revenue.

Response: FWP will consider all user groups when recommegaiew and modified user fee
increases.

Comment: A modest fee increase is appropriate as long agribe remains affordable for most
people to participate.

Response: As explained earlier, any fee increases and/orefondable permit fee would be
modest and should not adversely affect the alolityhhe general public to afford a float trip.

Comment: Charging fees year-round would allow for bettemtool of people on the river.

Response: Currently a permit is required and fees are abditg float the river from April 01
through October 31. Charging fees year-round walltv FWP to capture this use
statistically and be reimbursed for the associatgzhcts to the natural resources within the
boat camps and to the facilities (tie-off posts fings, pit toilets).

Comment: FWP should not charge fees year-round. The nuoiogrnoups that want to float
during off-season is relatively few and it wouldst&WP more to administer this use than the
revenue it would generate.

Response: Currently a permit is required and fees are abaitg float the river from April 01
through October 31. Outside theses dates, a pandiaissociated fee are not required since it
was essentially unheard of for individuals to fldating these shoulder seasons. In recent
years however, FWP has begun to recognize that grfeups are choosing to float the river
during the shoulder seasons of early spring orfidte These individuals are not paying fees
but yet are using facilities and contributing teaerce impacts within the boat camps (tie-off
posts, fire rings, pit toilets). FWP is recommerihat floater fees be charged on a year-
round basis to recognize all users and associatpddts. The costs to administer year-round
use will be minor in comparison to the revenue gatieel since floaters would be required to
self-register as they currently do when Camp Ba&kenmanned.

Comment: Charging a camping fee at Camp Baker seems Iikasonable proposal.
Response: FWP recreation sites that accommodate overngynipimg experience a much

higher cost to manage and maintain than day use. s€harging overnight camping fees at
Camp Baker are a means to support these costs.
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m) Comment: Floaters are already paying $25 to $50 to floatrther and therefore it is not

reasonable to establish a fee for camping at CaakeB FWP should not charge camping fees at
Camp Baker for the reason that it is a state padkvahicle license registration allows a resident t
camp for free at State Parks.

Response: FWP recreation sites that accommodate over wigmiping experience a much
higher associated cost to manage and maintaindénanse sites. As the average group size
continues to increase the costs and staff-hoursaiatain the visitor use facilities at Camp
Baker also continue to increase. Charging ovetragmping fees at Camp Baker are a means
to absorb these costs. The optional $4 vehédestration fee allows Montana residents free
entrance to a state park - camping fees still apply.

Comment: Additional revenue from a fee increase shouldseldor improvements along the
river. Examples of improvements include boat camprovements, land acquisition, ranger
patrols, resource protection, and human waste neamagt. The money should not go into the
general fund.

Response: The Smith River is managed by FWP as a unitefthte park system. The
revenues generated by Smith River State Park g@sded into the general parks earned
revenue fund and help support the operations gbdinke system as a whole. This is also the
case for the other state parks. A portion of aolo#tl revenue generated by fee increases is
used for Capital and Major Maintenance Project$ siscresource protection and land
acquisitions as well as to fund additional posgitike park rangers and river rangers.

Comment: The department has not used any money from theddoiEEnhancement Account
within the river corridor.

Response: The Corridor Enhancement Accounts governing sg8-2-409, MCA) requires
the fund dollars be spent on projects that typycaite high in cost. The law requires that the
account be expended on fee title purchase or pprogerty interests or leases, watershed and
recreational value protection projects, and insstrélow projects. FWP has intentionally
allowed this fund to grow to a reasonable amouwitrder to maximize the scope and breadth
of projects that can adequately be funded. FWdntigipating that this account will be used in
the near future for one or more of the aforemeseiibtypes of projects.

p) Comment: FWP should establish a damage deposit or a refiledee that would be retained by

the agency if floaters violate leave-no-trace ethic

Response: Several of the principles of leave-no-trace etlaiee currently covered by
administrative rules and regulations prohibitingequiring certain behaviors or acts.
Examples include proper disposal of waste (lit@griteave what you find (antiquities laws,
both state and federal) and respect wildlife (ufilddeeding). Violations of these regulations
may result in enforcement actions and associates for penalties.

g) Comment: FWP should only issue one permit through the preg&uper Permit lottery.

Response: Alternative B proposes to allocate only one péthriough a Super Permit lottery.
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r) Comment: The draft plan and EA does not identify the cdstplementing the proposed Super
Permit lottery.

Response: FWP has the infrastructure and staff speciallisfdace to establish a “super
permit” lottery. FWP would analyze the fiscal ingggof implementing a proposed Super
Permit Lottery to ensure that it is viable.

s) Comment: A super permit lottery might raise additional neue but it would not address over-use
issues and it could discriminate against those lpaghbo cannot afford to participate in the super
permit lottery.

Response: Revenues generated by a Super Permit would hesdeg into the Corridor
Enhancement Account where they could be used $ouree protection projects. FWP would
propose that the Commission adopt a Super Permplicagon fee that is affordable and
consistent with other special permit lotteries.

t) Comment: The Environmental Assessment (EA) states thatyagph nonrefundable permit
application fee for telephonic cancelled launchuesgs would help offset administrative costs. The
EA provides no explanation as to the purpose aed fa this proposal.

Response: Page 95 of the draft EA, under the heading Implaation, states that the purpose
of a nonrefundable permit application fee is a “net cover the cost of administering permit

applications”. The telephonic Smith River Resaoratine is a major component of
administering applications after the initial dragiis completed.

5 PET POLICY

Alternatives

Alternative A: Continue to allow pets on Smith Rifieat trips
Alternative B (Preferred by Agency): Prohibit pets Smith River float trips

Comments

a) Comment: Dogs are an important part of family activitieslaecreational experiences.
Response: FWP agrees that pets are an important part of yaactivities and outdoor
recreation. FWP has to balance this with the seramncerns related to pets on the river

corridor.

b) Comment: Most pets on the river are kept under control dmadot cause problems. Dogs should
be allowed under responsible supervision.

Response: FWP acknowledges that many pet owners lawfullpgly with Smith River pet

regulations. There is also evidence of numerouswatrs who have not complied with the pet
regulations. While problems created by pets atestadistically overwhelming, numerous
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problems and issues are observed or reported eachmgany of which adversely affect the
enjoyment and experience of other floaters.

c) Comment: Require a fee and/or a permit for each dog iroag This may reduce the number of
irresponsible dog owners from floating the SmitlkidRi

Response: A pet fee might reduce the number of parties bnggiets on the float trip. A fee
would also increase the earned revenue generatgte [§mith River program. FWP does not
concur that a fee would enhance overall compliante pet regulations. A fee would also create
an administrative workload at Camp Baker that walddv down the overall registration process
and would not ensure responsible owner/pet behaviahe river corridor. Compliance with
regulations is based on visitor behavior and resjpecegulations rather than a separate
individual permit.

d) Comment: Adopt a rule stating that the number of dogsgreup cannot exceed the number of
adults in the group.

Response: This might enhance overall oversight and handlingaeh dog on a float trip,

which could enhance overall compliance with petfaions. FWP notes that under the
current pet policy there are normally adult ownmesdters of pets, yet compliance with pet
regulations remains an issue. Many of the issnodscancerns with pets referenced in the draft
Management Plan and Environmental Assessment ntay ocegardless of responsible pet care
and handling on the river.

e) Comment: Some people are unaware of the pet rules ancktjugrement to remove dog waste.
Consider a trial period to educate floaters anditobnompliance with pet regulations before
implementing a prohibition, e.g. issue each dogevamn permit holder a complete list of pet rules
along with ten dog waste bags.

Response: FWP has increased its education and outreach waezlfloaters on the pet
regulations and the requirement to remove pet wasiis information is included in the pre-
float information packet, on the Smith River websdnd at Camp Baker during the floater
registration and orientation. Beginning in 200 pet regulations are also included in the
floater map that is provided to each boat. FWP&vimus educational efforts have constituted a
“trial period.” Despite this effort, the overalMel of compliance with pet regulations is not
acceptable. The requirement to remove pet wasteti®rized in the Parks public use
regulations under ARM 12.210 (Sanitation and Li¥éaste Disposal). Pet waste has an
undesirable aesthetic and sanitation impact in baaips and is a potential vector for spreading
pet-borne diseases to wildlife. There is abundasgarch that indicates dog waste (feces) can
spread the following diseases: Parvo Virus, Whipag) Hookworms, Roundworms, Giardia,
Coccidia. The potential for spreading these dese&sinfluenced by numerous issues,
including the status of a dog’s vaccinations, demnog, and overall medical condition.

Wolves, Coyotes, and Foxes are vulnerable to Pdimnus, while dog feces can spread Giardia
to all mammals, including humans. While the volumhélog waste inappropriately left on the
river corridor is most likely low, the potentialrfepread of these diseases remains a possibility.

f) Comment: Limit pets to certain campsites with lower risktispass or livestock harassment or
prohibit dogs in some, but not all, campsites.
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Response: FWP agrees that certain campsites pose lesefrisspass or livestock
harassment. However, other issues related toqséatety, wildlife harassment, noise pollution
(barking), and pet waste represent significant eamcthat are not related to proximity to
private property. The majority of the issues aodaerns regarding dogs on the river can occur
in any of the boat camps and FWP does not wisimpdeément an inconsistent pet policy along
the river corridor.

g) Comment: Pet owners are the problem. Irresponsible ownearsldibe subjected to fines for
noncompliance and/or loose permit privileges infthare.

Response: FWP agrees that owners bear the responsikalitpntrol their pets and comply
with the pet regulations. Although FWP has cleartyculated Smith River pet regulations to
floaters, compliance remains low and the issuesrapdcts with pets remain real. Fines are
established in the FWP Bond Schedule by the Statet€of Limited Jurisdiction. FWP could
indeed request an increase to that fine, which imagase the deterrent factor. FWP is
striving for an increased enforcement presencéemiver, but is challenged to do so due to
limited staffing and available coverage from consiuaed enforcement personnel. Ultimately
FWP believes that compliance with pet regulati@nsointingent on visitor behavior and respect
for river recreation rules and regulations. Tcegdabmpliance with pet rules and regulations
has been very limited, prompting FWP’s positiont thets should be prohibited. Formal loss of
application and/or floating privileges representomplicated legal matter. Typically such a
sanction would require a conviction in a courtaw Ifor violation of pet regulations along with
a civil penalty imposed during sentencing. Thisaids also complicated by the fact that a pet
owner on a float trip who is responsible for aetation may not actually be the permit
holder. While this idea may increase the deteffia@stbr to some degree, FWP does not view
this concept as a solution to the issues and coacelated to pets on the river.

h) Comment: Require visible presence of a leash at put ingaleith verbal commitment of pet
owner.

Response: FWP will implement the suggestion to require aisoroof of a leash if pets
continue to be permitted on the Smith River. Abaticommitment would be desirable but
may not necessarily result in compliance once éisalieave Camp Baler and FWP’s direct
management presence.

i) Comment: People will go to other rivers and/or stop comiaghte Smith River if dogs are
prohibited.

Response: FWP acknowledges that some visitors may chooserémb the Smith River if
they cannot bring their pet. While this would lgartunate, FWP must consider the welfare
of the public and other concerns associated with @e the Smith River.

j) Comment: Loud groups and/or consumption of alcohol are nobre problem that pets.

Response: FWP agrees that public intoxication and/or disdsdeonduct associated with
alcohol are greater problems that pet issues. e€facgons are also prohibited, represent a
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completely different issue than pets, and do noiiish the issues and concerns regarding
unleashed pets.

k) Comment: Establish a dog check in to make sure dogs aremion vaccines, have tags, and
have responsible owners.

Response: FWP already advises pet owners of pattpet regulations and responsibilities in
the pre-float information packet mailed out in agleg of the trip. The check-in concept would
create additional workload that would significarglpw down the floater registration process at
Camp Baker, while doing little to ensure compliamdth pet regulations once pet owners
launch and leave FWP’s immediate management presenc

[) Comment: Establish a self-policing policy where campsiteditons are reported in a campsite
logbook. Issue a dog violation report form to eflchter party to be used to document violations.

Response: FWP encourages all floaters to report violatiohany river regulations as soon as
is practicable. This is the best course of adio@nsure that appropriate enforcement actions
can be pursued. Maintaining a logbook at a baapcaould be very problematic due to
weather conditions, suitable locations to maingalagbook, and appropriate use of the book.
Information entered in a logbook or a floater dagjation report would not necessarily be
usable in a court of law with respect to a crimimasecution, unless the observer was willing
to testify in a court prosecution.

m) Comment: Dogs enhance personal safety and have helped leeep dut of camp.

Response: Some dogs may enhance personal safety relatezhts, mountain lions, or even
other people. However, there is also ample evieléinat dogs may have the opposite effect
when they retreat to their campsite or master Wahg an encounter with a bear or other
wildlife, often with the dangerous animal in clga&rsuit. FWP’s recommends appropriate
campsite cleanliness and etiquette along with prefmeage of food and garbage as the best
means of minimizing conflict with dangerous wil@lif While always possible, there is no
evidence of past violent crimes against persornthersmith River.

n) Comment: Hunting dogs are always unleashed when they arkimgor Concern aboupreferential
treatment to hunting dogs.

Response: FWP has authorized unleashed dogs on the Smittr Borridor during lawful
waterfowl and/or upland game bird hunting. Thigwty typically occurs after the peak floater
season is over, resulting in few user conflictsMeein pets and floaters. The hunting dog
exception is only valid during actual hunting aitti\and does not apply to dogs in campsites.

0) Comment: Apply rules currently in place for people by allegidogs off leash below high water
mark and on State lands.

Response: The high water mark issue discussed here refati® Montana Stream Access
Law, which is pertinent to human use of river adors below the ordinary high water mark
and not applicable to dogs. Allowing dogs off le&glow the ordinary high water mark would
not eliminate many of the issues previously idésdiin the draft Management Plan and
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Environmental Assessment, particularly those rdl&depotential harassment of injury to
waterfowl and wildlife, pet waste disposal, andgmiial trespass onto adjacent private

property.

p) Comment: Even the best pets present some level of detritoesther river users and there is a
tendency to abandon the rules as soon as managpereatnel are out of sight. There are many
campsites on the Smith River that are in closeipriyx where pets may wander into neighboring
campsites. It is very inconsiderate of floaterbriog pets and disturb other floaters trip.
Prohibiting dogs would be an improvement to thet8miver experience.

Response: FWP acknowledges the importance of dogs and gibisras family members and
important companions for outdoor recreation. FWRI$o aware that pet owners often
disregard the pet regulations once they leave (aker. This lack of compliance and
associated adverse impacts of dogs off leash Inasisidhed the quality of the experience for
many floaters prompting FW to recommend a prolohiton pets on the river.

gq) Comment: Dogs have been observed chasing an elk calfaipithand attacking geesbomestic
animals ruin the expectation of seeing wildliferjadhe Smith River:

Response: FWP has received reports of and made personahaigers of wildlife harassing
and chasing wildlife in the river corridor. Thssue represents one of the most compelling
reasons for FWP to recommend a prohibition of patthe river.

r) Comment: Barking dogs and dog feces in boat camps is a conBerhaps FWP could install
pyramid style dog fecal disposal units.

Response: FWP has received complaints from visitors relatedoise pollution from barking
dogs. Natural Quiet and solitude are importantesifor many Smith River floaters and
barking dogs can degrade the quality of the expeeie This consideration has influenced
FWP’s recommendation to prohibit pets on the rivVéhile a dog fecal deposit unit might help
to address the issue of pet waste in boat camgsg ttevices would require maintenance and
eventual removal of the pet waste that has accustllaA better solution is for each individual
pet owner to properly police up and remove theinyeeste from the river corridor.

s) Comment: Waste left from wildlife and domestic livestockmuch worse than dog waste.

Response: FWP agrees that waste associated with geeske, @attl other animals is more
common in the river corridor than pet waste. Hogreeomments and complaints have been
voiced from floaters who have encountered pet wiastampsites

t) Comment: Landowners and permit holders should not have toyatbout being bitten by an
overzealous dog.

Response: FWP agrees that landowners and permit holdensldmot be subjected to the
threat of an aggressive dog. While the numbenatients involving dog bites is low, FWP
has documented two incidents in the last threesy@aolving dog bites that required medical
attention.
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u) Comment: There are accounts of pet food broadcasted arogachasite that may create conflicts
with bears, raccoons, mice, etc.

Response: FWP is concerned about potential conflicts betwlkeumans and black bears or
other animals in the river corridor. Leaving dogd out provides a food attraction and
potential reward that may influence bear behavit @ffect public safety. FWP strongly
recommends properly securing all food and garbageg the night or when a campsite is
unattended.

v) Comment: Would a pet prohibition be applicable on privatetiNnal Forest, or other lands not
administered by FWP along the river corridor?

Response: A pet prohibition would apply only to FWP perreitt (private, outfitted, and
landowner) Smith River floats. FWP has the autii@nd jurisdiction to regulate in
accordance with the Smith River Management Act,tSRiver Special Use Area Rule, and
ARM 12.8.203.

w) Comment: Would it be illegal for a dog or pet to be presem a landowner float when no FWP
land was used as part of the float?

Response: The prohibition would apply to animals (i.e. peia all permitted floats.

x) Comment: Do not ban pets based on a few comments. Theefltogs reveal very few public
complaints about dogs.

Response: There were 40 individual comments received (5828upport of a pet prohibition
during the public comment period for the Smith RiRé&an and Environmental Assessment. In
addition, annual floater logs continue to includenplaints regarding pets on the river.

y) Comment: The Lewis & Clark and Helena National Forest red¢pgithe need to manage pets and
establish a viable pet policy to limit and reduceial and resource impacts on the Smith River.
We would support future regulations to assist FW& address the pet issue on National Forest
lands at boat camps if the need arises.

Response: FWP appreciates the support of its U.S. Foresti&ss partners on the Smith

River. A pet prohibition can be implemented unither authority of FWP ARM 12.8.203
(Control of Animals) and controlled at the onlylaatized public put-in at Camp Baker.
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6 HUMANWASTE MANAGEMENT
Alternatives

Alternative A: Continue providing pit toilets at &iocamps

Alternative B: Mandatory human waste pack out

Alternative C (Preferred by Agency): Increased aesie and monitoring of pit toilet impacts, water
quality, and cultural resources; incentive-basetidnu waste pack out; continue providing pit toilats
boat camps

Comments
a) Comment: The current pit latrine system is working well ahdrefore changes are not warranted.

Response: FWP has identified several valid and challengssyies and concerns that
influenced consideration of mandatory human waatk put. Those issues include:
disturbance to soil and vegetation; limited spacenEw pits in some campsites; potential
disturbance to cultural resources; health and a@mit issues associated with current facilities;
risk of exposing employees to health risks whilekirmy on unsanitary facilities; and the
potential for human waste-borne pathogens to megaand contaminate the river or nearby
streams.

b) Comment: The pit latrines provide great views and peaakanet.

Response: FWP acknowledges that many floaters find the yiesation, and rustic character
of the pit toilets to be a very positive experience

c) Comment: If maintaining the pit latrines consumes a digrtionate amount of ranger time and
effort, FWP could use the Corridor Enhancement Fhireladditional staff to dig pit toilets or
solicit volunteers to do this work.

Response: River Rangers have dug approximately 125 pits twepast 3 years. While there
is concern about the amount of time rangers speaidtaining the pit latrines (rangers could
use this time for fire grate maintenance, siteorasion, and visitor education), FWP’sprimary
concerns relate to important resource protectiahsaewardship issueshe Corridor
Enhancement Fund could be used for many projeleteceto resource protection, including
support staff, equipment, or facilities associatéth pit toilet digging, research associated with
pit toilet and human waste impacts, or packinghauhan waste.FWP does not have the
resources to properly train and coordinate logisiic part-time employees or volunteers for
the sole purpose of digging pit toilets. That fume is performed by well-trained, full time
seasonal River Rangers who perform a variety of baap maintenance, resource and visitor
protection, and public contact duties during ripatrols. Given limited staffing, it is important
that river patrols perform a variety of duties. Wivolunteers can provide important work and
support, they also encumber FWP with worker’s camspé@on insurance liability that must be
carefully evaluated and screened.
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d) Comment: The time rangers spend maintaining pit latrirmda be used for other tasks like weed
management, enforcement and education. Packinigumoan waste would result in a cost savings
to the State.

Response: FWP agrees that there are numerous importarg thsk River Rangers could and
should engage in if they had more time to do sduding weed control, public education and
contact, other boat camp maintenance and restoratok. Discontinuing pit toilets may
provide some initial reduction in management cdstsyever those savings would probably be
offset by costs associated with providing and nambhg human waste disposal facilities at or
near the take-out. FWP views river stewardshiprasdurce protection as the primary value of
a human waste pack out program rather than costgsgav

e) Comment: FWP could replace the pit latrines witbmposting and/or incineration toilets or treat
pit toilets with chemicals (e.g. lime) or biologi@gents to reduce bulk and help them recover.
FWP could remove waste from the pits once decortipnss completed.

Response: FWP carefully evaluated the concept of composdimdyor incinerating toilets.
Natural composting requires a vault with a susthingernal temperature of 100 degree F in
order for the natural composting process to takeehs well as frequent adding and mixing of
organic materials. FWP is concerned that the requemperatures could not be sustained due
to the limited direct sunlight within the inner gam as well as relatively low average
temperatures during April and May. Incinerationdts typically require a fuel source such as
propane to support combustion. This would resusiupplying over 50 boat camps with
propane by transporting full propane cylinders ddkariver on a cyclic basis. Montana DEQ
sources have advised that chemical interventiaagents added to pit toilets typically facilitate
odor abatement only. There is no validated rebetarsupport the notion that chemical or
biological intervention actually aids in the breddwn or decomposition of human waste in a
pit toilet. Treating pit toilets with lime hel@date odor but does little to promote
decomposition or bacterial break down of humandexregyathogens. The rate of
decomposition for human waste in a pit toilet ighty variable and depends on a number of
soil type and chemistry factors. Laboratory sangpivould be required to ensure that the
contents of a pit toilet are benign. Otherwise a@ating the contents of a pit toilet could
expose pathogens on the surface of the grounds alion would require excessive handling
of waste by River Rangers and expose them to acceptable health risk and transporting dug
up waste off of the river presents a very expenanetlogistically challenging activitfpuring

the peak use season, pit toilets typically fillichyp due to frequency and volume of use,
prompting the need to dig additional pfE®r these reasons, FWP concluded that composting,
incineration toilets, chemical treatment, and remgwaste from the pits are not practical or
viable options.

f) Comment: There is plenty of room in the river corridor toilet sites.

Response: FWP has identified some campsites where locafamisew pit toilets are
extremely limited due to terrain features, requidestance from water (>100 feet), and
appropriate distance from tent sites. While theay seem like a lot of room in the river
corridor, it is important to remember that approaiety 80% of the river corridor is private

property.
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g) Comment: The old pit latrine sites are slow to re-vegetatd have become unsightly. There is
the potential for noxious weeds due to soil disinde at pit sites

Response: FWP shares this concern for the visual and physigpacts associated with retired
pit toilets. It is difficult to completely disgwesformer pit locations. Disturbed soil and
vegetation associated with each pit representrafisignt impact to the resource as well as the
aesthetic appearance in the campsites. FWP is mwttabout the potential for noxious weeds
to invade these disturbed areas.

h) Comment: A vault toilet disturbs considerably more soitl&r cultural resources than a pit
latrine and would only be accessible on privatellan

Response: A typical pit toilet disturbs approximately 14kga feet of soil. Pit toilets fill up on
an average of every one to three years, dependimyerall level of use. A small fixed
concrete vault toilet would disturb approximatepzZubic feet of soil and only has to be dug
and installed once. Vault toilets would typicaigguire a small structure with a roof, which
would constitute a visual intrusion on the semiyptive character of the river corridor and
create an addition workload associated with streataintenance. After careful
consideration, FWP does not support the concepistdlling vault toilets on the river corridor.

i) Comment: The Smith is not like other rivers that requitertan waste pack out. The majority of
those rivers are whitewater and remote wilderniesss.

Response: The Smith River shares many characteristics wehtern rivers that have
mandatory human waste pack-out programs. In pdaticmany of those rivers flow through
remote, roadless areas much like the Smith RiVee lack of road access to the majority of
boat camps on the Smith River makes alternativels as pumping and removing waste from
concrete vault toilets unfeasible and influencesFNong-range desire to remove human
waste from the river corridor.

]) Comment: The current pit toilets require a public Wastet®v®isposal Permit from Montana
DEQ in accordance with 75-10-221, MCA.

Response: Montana DEQ sources have advised that this lapdicable only to toilets that
serve a minimum of 25 persons for a sustained pexaeeding 60 days. The pit toilets on the
Smith River do not meet that threshold and aresfoee exempt from that law.

k) Comment: Domestic livestock and wildlife introduce moredsli and fecal coliform than human
waste.

Response: Fecal coliform, E. coli, and other pathogens eisged with all warm-blooded
mammals including domestic livestock enter the 8rRitver. However, some pathogens are
unique to human waste, including Salmonella erdeserovar, Shingella dysenteriae,
Bacteroides Prevotella, and human specific pharoteegs.

) Comment: The Smith’s Precambrian limestone provides actlitenduit to the river.
Human waste is making it to the river.
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Response: FWP is concerned about the potential for humastevhorne pathogens to migrate
into the river or nearby streams. The potentiatfids to occur is certainly influenced by the
types and characteristics of the soil and undeglgeologic formations in the Smith River
corridor.

m) Comment: The DEQ study on fecal coliform and E. coli citedhe Plan and EA is very
inconclusive. Conclusive evidence is lacking tpmart that human waste has any effect on the
river or health risk.

Response: FWP agrees that the results of the 2002 studyaomclusive and do not indicate
an immediate crisis. In discussing this issue WMtintana DEQ, FWP learned that it is very
difficult to isolate human waste-borne pathogensviers and streams during water quality
testing and research. However, there are casestitdm other areas in Montana where
outbreaks of water-based disease have occurredititgror no forewarning. FWP concluded
that there is potential for human waste-borne gghs to enter the Smith River waterway or
tributary streams at some date in the future.

n) Comment: Pit toilets are disease vectors. FWP has atdypyotect and preserve the area, not to
continue an unsanitary system.

Response: FWP shares this concern for public health andatgom. There are a number of
pathogens, a few of which are unique to humans;ghwtén be transmitted through human
feces. Depositing human waste in pit toilets cotreges waste in holes and introduces the
possibility that human waste-borne pathogens mgyésent on the toilet, and/or eventually
may migrate into the river or nearby streams. fbilets currently provided are used by
multiple persons and are not sanitized on a dagrd While some visitors enjoy the
experience of using an open-air toilet, others maw them as unsanitary.

0) Comment: More research is needed in the area of watertgw@ald environmental impact to find
a biological waste-consumption solution. FWP shaaldtinue with pit toilets in the meantime.

Response: FWP has identified several potential research siegldted to human waste and/or
pit toilet impacts to cultural resources, waterlgyasanitation, and soil and vegetation
disturbance. FWP agrees that protection of watalityus vital to the long-range conservation
of the Smith River corridor. While research datéimited and does not reflect an extreme
threat of water quality degradation, there is ptiéifor human waste-borne pathogens to
eventually migrate into the river or nearby streams

p) Comment: FWP should conduct a cultural resource studysuee that pit toilets do not damage
or disturb cultural resources.

Response: FWP agrees and will pursue a cultural resourgeritory and survey at boat
camps.

gq) Comment: Urine disposal would still be an issue if FWP me®¥o a pack out system.

Response: Urine can be deposited effectively in Wag Bagstippically is excluded from
rocket boxes or groovers due to volume and capa&styes. Acceptable Leave No Trace
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techniques in the Smith River corridor include ating in the moving river water, below the
high water mark, or on land well away from campsite

r) Comment: A human waste pack out requirement would resutiuiman waste getting dumped

directly into the river due to capsize or accideluss.

Response: Portable toilets are available with sealed gasteprevent spillage and leakage.
Commonly referred to as “rocket boxes” or “groovehese products are widely used on
western river corridors that have human waste pactlprograms. The lack of major rapids on
the Smith River reduces the frequency of capsizaitneraft.

s) Comment: Prior to the pit latrines there was a problenhwitiman waste and toilet paper

deposited on the landscape. Delinquent or irresplensver floaters will choose to deposit
excrement in the river or surrounding area. FWRtmealize that a pack out requirement would
be difficult to enforce.

Response: FWP agrees that there were serious public haalhsanitation issues prior to
providing pit toilets in the boat camps. Pit ttsl@rovided a successful solution to that issue.
However, over time, the cumulative impacts and eamg associated with pit toilets have
increased, prompting FWP to consider a differengtcange solution to human waste
management on the river corridor. Compliance ontevagivers that have mandatory human
waste pack out programs has been quite good. i mgart due to new equipment and
technology that makes packing out relatively singsld convenient to accomplish.
Maintaining an appropriate law enforcement pres@mcthe river is one of many elements
required to successfully implement and manage & pacprogram. This includes establishing
appropriate penalties, fines, and deterrent factdlese are responsibilities that FWP would
take seriously when implementing a pack out program

t) Comment: Itis standard practice on all regulated multy-tigs across the west to require self-

contained toilet units for every user group. That8 River is the only heavily used river corridor
in the west that does not have pack out sanitaégualations in place. The overwhelming weight of
evidence supports adoption of a mandatory humatevpask out policy.

Response: FWP identified over 40 rivers that have mandatargnan waste pack out
programs. In consulting with other western rivemagement agencies, FWP learned that the
pack out programs are largely successful and apptepequipment and supplies are available
to allow the public to properly and convenientlchaut human waste. The Smith River is
one of a few major western river corridors thando have a human waste pack out program.

Comment: FWP should embrace a better land use ethic biemmgnting a mandatory pack out
system. Pit toilets are detrimental to the SmithkeRcorridor and are unsustainable. Packing out
human waste is not a concern, especially if reestiows impacts to the surrounding
environment, and should be implemented soonerréthe later.

Response: FWP agrees that the highest standards of lanc atll stewardship should be
applied to the management of the Smith River. Pbmstion has influenced FWP’s long-range
goal of implementing a mandatory human waste patkmgram.
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v) Comment: The wag bag system works well. The preferretesyss the PETT or Wag Bag
system.

Response: Smith River Rangers and Managers have been MgagBags for the past to float
seasons and are pleased with their function arfdrp@aince. They are convenient and easy to
transport. FWP’s vision of a future pack out peogrwould include more than one authorized
method to remove human waste from the river coryic@luding Wag Bags, which use
biodegradable materials, not plastic. FWP woulddemt an active education and outreach
program to help the public learn about appropregigipment and techniques related to human
waste pack out systems.

w) Comment: Open pit toilets in a highly confined and heavised wild river corridor reflect
archaic management techniques. The technolodyeiady available for packing out human waste.
It will be important to have a facility at the taket to dump waste. Scat machines are convenient,
relatively sanitary, and by far the most functiomedthod of dealing with such waste. Scat
machines eliminate the need for excessive useastiplbags.

Response: Equipment and technologies are widely availablacilitate effective and
convenient human waste pack out from river corgdorhere are over 40 river corridors in the
U.S. currently requiring human waste to be packdadad the Smith River is one of few major
western river corridors that do not have a mangagtack out program. FWP considers the
following techniques and equipment as acceptabensief human waste removal: Portable
“rocket boxes” or “groovers” with gaskets to pretspillage or leakage; portable Wag Bags
that can be incinerated or deposited in landfif8VP would pursue the installation of a scat
machine for proper disposal at or near the take out

x) Comment: Leave privacy fences, paths and signage in gtageeople using portable toilet
systems.

Response: FWP would consider maintaining these facilitiegtovide privacy during portable
toilet use.

y) Comment. FWP could have portable toilets available at C&aker or at stores in White Sulphur
Springs

Response: FWP would provide Wag Bags for sale at Camp Bakerencourage local
vendors in White Sulphur Springs to sell high qyakpproved styles of portable toilets.

z) Comment: Packing out human waste would be more populan ihcentive is provided and/or it
is done on a voluntary basis.

Response: FWP is considering a floater fee discount of 856r person for all parties who
voluntarily agree to properly pack out their hunneaste using approved equipment.

aa)Comment: FWP should provide vault toilets that accommodiigabled persons.
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Response: ADA accessible concrete vault toilets than caplmaped would be preferable in
many ways. However, given the lack of road actessost of the boat camps, installation and
subsequent pumping of vault toilets is not deemsedible.

bb)Comment: The department recommends cat holes for humatewagposal away from boat
camps and then later in the plan discourages d¢as ho

Response: Properly dug cat holes (6”-8” deep, in organiit, nd at least 200 feet from

water) are generally considered an acceptable LidavErace technique in remote areas where
public toilet facilities are not available. Howeyase of cat holes along the Smith River is
discouraged due to the possibility that they wdagdplaced on private land. On many reaches
of the river, finding and/or selecting a suitalbéde ksole location at least 200 feet from water
may be difficult to accomplish and/or ignored. F\Wasionally finds improperly disposed
human waste and toilet paper, well within the 206tdistance from the river corridor. The
best overall solution for human waste disposal amea corridor is to carry an approved pack
out system on the watercraft so that the lackmilalic toilet facility does not result in
inappropriate waste disposal.

cc) Comment: The Lewis & Clark and Helena National Forest bediévs no longer reasonable to
continue depositing human waste in large quantii@sconcentrations in pit latrines on National
Forest System Lands along the Smith River Corrifibe current pit latrine system continually
exposes the public and employees to unsanitaryitimmsi posing an unacceptable health and
safety risk and requires repeated ground distudbanand around two know cultural sites on
National Forest Systems lands. [The Forests] sugpat strongly encourage FWP to implement a
mandatory human waste pack out system which willesk current and potential impacts to soils,
water quality, vegetation, cultural resources, pablic health and safety. This could be
accomplished through a phased-in approach afteppppte disposal techniques are identified;
sufficient disposal facilities provided and effeetieducation and outreach efforts had been
accomplished.

Response: The Lewis and Clark and Helena National ForestSraportant agency partners in
the management of the Smith River corridor withb®&t camps located on National Forest

System lands. FWP will continue to work cooperdyiwveith the Forests on a long-term
solution for human waste management in the SmiierRCorridor.

7 OUTFITTER ADMINISTRATION

Alternatives

Alternative A: Continue Current Outfitter Allocah and Permit System

Alternative B (Preferred by Agency): Maintain Gamt Outfitter Allocation; Modify Outfitter Launch
Cancellation & Calendar Process; & Improve Outfideministration

Comments

a) Comment: Comments from outfitters will have no bearingtba final decision.
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Response: FWP recognizes that commercial fishing and roagfitting is a valued service and
provides a benefit to those people seeking prajaasiguide services on the Smith River. The
Smith River Management Act mandates FWP to pregbevavailability of outfitting services
to the public. FWP considered all of the commemitsr to adopting the Final Recreation
Management Plan and EA Decision Notice, includmgse submitted by Smith River
outfitters.

b) Comment: The cancellation policy for both outfitted andvpte groups can be improved.

Response: The Draft Plan proposes that outfitters candal@lbooked launches a minimum
of 14 days prior to the launch date (current poisctwo days prior to launch date). FWP will
consider modifying the cancellation policy for @te groups as well.

c) Comment: Alternative B is acceptable as long as outfittlyae’t have an unfair advantage over
private groups. Outfitters should be requireddizklin their launch dates prior to the drawing and
make unoccupied dates available to the publicerditawing.

Response: The Draft Plan would require outfitters to locklaunch dates no later than one-
week prior to the drawing and make all other dat#soccupied by an outfitter available to the
public during the drawing. Currently, dates natuqmed by an outfitter are not made available
to the public in the drawing and are set-asidefdfitters, allowing them the flexibility and
advantage of rescheduling a launch without havangpimpete for an open date through the
reservation system. FWP’s recommendation wouldiregutfitters to compete with the
public, after the drawing, if they wanted to moviaanch date. This change would result in
approximately 30 additional launches for the publithe drawing.

d) Comment: The proposal to modify the cancellation policy daitfitters from two days notice to
14 days would allow a private group who adequate tio acquire a cancelled outfitter permit and
plan and prepare for their trip.

Response: The Draft Plan would require outfitters to canaélun-booked launches a
minimum of 14 days prior to the launch date (curpmiicy is two days prior to launch date).
The intent is to improve the public’s opportunittesobtain a cancelled launch in a timely
manner.

e) Comment: The total number of outfitters should be cappetiree and over time FWP should
reduce their numbers. If outfitters are non-coaglwith the terms and conditions of their permit,
FWP should immediately revoke their permit.

Response: FWP recognizes that commercial fishing and roagfitting is a valued service and
provides a benefit to those people seeking prajaasiguide services on the Smith River. The
Smith River Management Act instructs FWP to preséime availability of outfitting services

to the public. FWP will continue to manage outfigton the Smith River to ensure compliance
with the permit terms and compatibility with themguided floating public.
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f) Comment: Allocating guaranteed launches to the outfitpersvzides an unfair advantage to

9)

h)

wealthy non-residents who can afford to pay fonat® River float. This is unfair to those who
cannot afford an outfitted trip and have to se@permit through the lottery system. Outfitters
should be providing a service to those that tridgaassistance floating the river such as the very
young or old or those with limited physical abési

Response: FWP recognizes that commercial fishing and roagfitting is a valued service and
provides a benefit to those people seeking prajaasiguide services on the Smith River.
FWP has no control over the prices outfitters ceangwhom they market their trips to. Smith
River outfitters have provided services to those b not have the skills or abilities to safely
row a raft or drift boat down the river.

Comment: There have been incidents (observations) of tbert$i behaving rudely on the Smith
River.

Response: FWP strives to hold outfitters and their guideshie highest standard of
professional and lawful conduct. FWP has recamtlyated the terms and a condition of Smith
River outfitter permits to ensure the highest staidd of ethical and lawful conduct and
reviews these terms and conditions annually wighaitfitters. In addition, FWP is developing
disciplinary guidelines for failure to comply withe terms, conditions or stipulations of the
permit. If and when rude behavior falls within ghefinition of Disorderly Conduct, FWP will
take enforcement action.

Comment: FWP should cap the total number of outfitteraitee and reduce the number of
launches and total people to the 16-year averad® t#unches and 575 total people.

Response: One reason why outfitters have been unable t& b®f their allocated trips is
due to late summer and early fall drought condgigesulting in un-floatable river flows. This
may change if flows improve in the future.

Comment: If outfitters are concerned that boat camps cekaccommodate groups of 15 people,
FWP should restrict their group size rather thamaasing the size of boat camps. To compensate
them for the reduced group size, FWP could allooatétters additional launches. Doing so

would reduce competition between commercial angapei groups for the larger boat camps.

Response: FWP, in consultation with the Citizen’s AdvisdBroup, determined that the
current maximum group size of 15 people and ninadhes per day would be maintained, for
both outfitted and private groups. This decisiaswased upon recorded satisfaction levels
derived from responses in past floater logs as asgtiomparing group size and launch limits of
rivers across the United States similar to the BiRiver. By maintaining the current

maximum group size of 15, FWP will continue to eesthat all boat camps can adequately
accommodate 15 people.

J) Comment:. The number of permits allocated to Smith Rivetfitiars is appropriate. Outfitters

have a vested interest in maintaining the qualityhe floating experience and preserving the
resource.
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Response: Smith River outfitters can provide desired segsito the public when properly
managed. The Smith River Management Act instidé# to preserve the availability of
outfitting services to the public. FWP striveshtald outfitters and their guides to the highest
standard of professional and lawful conduct anldetanodel public land stewards.

k) Comment: Outfitters on the Smith River are unnecessarytfitters were allocated launches
based on historical use but the public was noindable to buy your way onto the river is unfair.
When an outfitter decides to no longer use his gefiVP should eliminate the permit and not
reissue it to another outfitter.

Response: Smith River outfitters can provide desired segsito the public when properly
managed. The Smith River Management Act instidé#° to preserve the availability of
outfitting services to the public.

[) Comment: Limit the maximum group size for outfitters to people.

Response: FWP, in consultation with the Citizen’s AdvisdBroup, determined that the
current maximum group size of 15 people and ninadhes per day would be maintained, for
both outfitted and private groups. This decisiaswased upon recorded satisfaction levels
derived from responses in past floater logs as asetiomparing group size and launch limits of
rivers across the United States similar to the BiRiver.

m) Comment: Alternative B states that FWP will “monitor rileamk wade-fishing outfitting (not
associated with a float trip) that originates oivgtle property but extends into the streambed. If
necessary, identify acceptable levels of use, gengirequirements and/or restrictions.” FWP has
not demonstrated that a resource or social prokbasts with wade-fishing outfitting. Most
decent wade fishing occurs after the float seassrended and the amount occurring is very low.

Response: FWP is aware that commercial wade fishing guiding private land, is occurring
on the Smith River between Camp Baker and EdergBrid’he Draft Management Plan
proposes to “monitor” this activity if it extendsto the streambed, which is state owned and
administered. If necessary, based upon levels@f WP would identify any existing
permitting requirements or restrictions that maypplicable. FWP will also monitor to assess
whether commercial wade fishing, originating orvate land, also occurs on adjacent Forest
Service and FWP lands.

n) Comment: Sections g and h of Alternative B appear to gonWith one another.

Response: Outfitters currently operate under a permanamida calendar with 73 launches
scheduled during the months of May, June, JulySemtember. Prior to the public lottery
drawing, one of the nine total launches per dagtsaside for outfitters during these months.
In addition, two of the nine total launches per dag set-aside for outfitters on Sundays and
Wednesdays during the outfitter peak season (dihsdhe final Sunday in May through the
first Saturday in July). This practice of settmgjde these launches has allowed outfitters the
flexibility and advantage of rescheduling a pernman@unch date without having to compete
for an open launch through the cancellation syst#rhas also resulted in a net loss of
approximately 30 peak season (May — July) launt¢esdavailable through the lottery for the
public. The intent of Alternative B is to increabe public’s opportunity to draw a permit in
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the lottery drawing and make it easier for the putal obtain a launch cancelled by an outfitter.
It will also allow the outfitters greater flexilji to reschedule launches prior to the drawing.

Comment: The proposed Smith State Park Planning Procegsiaes to allow Smith river

outfitters to 'lease, rent, or otherwise receivepensation from another Smith River outfitter for
the opportunity to use a Smith River outfitter lalwithin a single use season.' The existing Big
Hole, Beaverhead rules disallow any such leasingming of Big Hole or Beaverhead days. The
Forest Service' 'use-it-or-lose-it' approach maseramith river outfitters maneuvering to ‘use’ - in
this case, by renting - all their allocated laurs;h®rit the question remains: Why are Smith river
outfitters allowed to charge each other for lausclvhile the Big Hole and Beaverhead outfitters
are not? The commissioners can anticipate thistigmefsom the Big Hole and Beaverhead
outfitters when those river's rules come up forstderation before 2010. Similar questions may be
asked about the Blackfoot river, also.

Response: The Commission is scheduled to update the Comailddsie Rule, the Smith River

Special Use Area Rule, and the Beaverhead and 8lig dles later this year (2009). This will
be an appropriate time for the Commission to cardidis issue and question.

COMMENTSPERTAINING TO THE CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Alter natives

There were no alternatives prepared for this topic.

Comments

a)

b)

Comment: The CAC failed to include out-of-state landowngaresentation. Out-of-state
landowners own seventy-five percent of the landiglihe Smith River. Many of these landowners
have conservation easements on their propertyotragfit the public. Some of these landowners
lease land to FWP for boat camps. This importactosef the population should have been
represented on the CAC.

Response: FWP appreciates this concern about nonresident¢septation. One of the
challenges of nonresident participation on an ayisommittee is the logistics of committee
meetings and whether someone residing out of statie fulfill a commitment to attend
frequent meetings in Montana. FWP advertised thpdpnity to participate on the Smith
River Advisory Committee but did not receive ay laggiions from non-residents.

Comment: People from throughout Montana use the Smith Raner therefore the CAC should
have included representatives from all parts ofsthée, rather than just the vicinity of Great gall
White Sulphur Springs, and Helena. FWP could haeslwideo conferencing technology to reach
people from outside these areas.

Response: When appointing the Citizen Advisory Committee FW&s looking for

representation of various interest categories,gegeral floating public, landowners, outfitters,
etc. FWP also sought representation from diffegeigraphic regions and balanced this with
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the need to keep costs manageable. While représentiaom additional geographic regions in
Montana may be desirable, the costs and logistibsimging people together from around the
entire state is a challenge. FWP asked the conertitéhink about and speak for a broad array
of interests and locals, not just their own persontarests.

c) Comment: The members of the CAC did a great job and tHéorts are appreciated.

Response: The committee worked very hard and carefully comsd each management
challenge before making its recommendations. FWeaates the work of the committee and
the time and passion each member brought to theegso

d) Comment: FWP did not provide an opportunity for public coemts at the CAC meetings as
required by law.

Response: FWP recognizes that there are non-committee memideyswvish to provide their
input at committee meetings. Due to the limited amaof time the committee has to meet and
the complexity of their work, FWP kept the focustba committee. FWP did provide time at
each meeting for the public to introduce themsehresoffer general input.

9 COMMENTSPERTAINING TO BOAT CAMP RESOURCESAND
MANAGEMENT

Alternatives
There were no alternatives prepared for this topic.
Comments

a) Comment: FWP should not enlarge any of the boat campsoltlevnot be necessary to enlarge
the boat camps if FWP reduced the maximum grougp siEhe resource conditions at the boat
camps are degraded due to too many people usirgitéise The only effective way to address this
problem is to reduce use.

Response: The Smith River already has one of the lowest maxn group size limits of all
major western rivers. FWP has carefully evaludibedsize and physical limitations of all boat
camps and believes that all existing boat campsacaommodate the maximum group size of
15, although some are more crowded than others ab&ymmodating the maximum group
size. FWP has considered reducing maximum graelsit does not support that position at
the present time.

b) Comment: The Environmental Assessment speaks of improviagéparation between boat
camps where privacy and solitude are compromiskereTis little evidence to suggest that the
public is concerned about the level of privacy @aticamps.

Response: FWP has received comments in the floater logardigg noise pollution and
proximity of adjacent boat camps. For example 20@8 floater logs included 18 complaints
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that the some boat camps were too close togetlesirasther 5 complaints regarding noise and
social conflicts with an adjacent campsite. The@8mith River Floater Survey also indicated
that the opportunity to camp out of sight and soohdther parties and the absence of noisy
campsite neighbors as highly desirable indicatbesositive experience.

Comment: FWP should consider land-swaps as way to acqdul@ianal boat camps without
expending money.

Response: FWP recognizes land swaps as a potential meaasqoiring new boat camps in
strategic locations. FWP is also very intereste@onservation Easement. Leases, or other
agreements to secure and protect boat camps amnideheorridor viewshed. All types of land
transactions are complicated and require willinggie landowner participation.

Comment: The Environmental Assessment proposes to closKlithdle Trout Creek Boat Camp
despite that this is the most popular of the tlsites in this location. Without this camp, floaters
would have to use another location: Bear Gulchlesa desirable site and Crows Foot is often
already taken.

Response: FWP proposes to eliminate the Middle Trout CreeltB:amp to improve campsite
separation and reduce congestion associated wéh ttery tightly spaced campsites. The
eliminated campsite would be relocated on FWP kparoximately 1 river mile downstream
on river left near the confluence of Trout Creek.

Comment: It would be beneficial to develop a new boat carepr Deep Creek. FWP should also
explore opportunities to develop a new boat camtherRobertson Homestead site.

Response: FWP is making plans for a new boat camp on tiekyjust upstream from Deep
Creek on a Conservation Easement located on prrafeerty. FWP anticipates that this boat
camp will be available for public by the beginnmigthe 2010 floater season or earlier.

Comment: The Environmental Assessment proposes to closklénganser Bend and Upper and
Lower Black Butte boat camps. If these camps wkrged, the public would not have enough
camping options without floating twenty miles o tlast day.

Response: FWP would not close these boat camps unlesshéeiigdternatives are located
within a mile or two of these boat camps.

Comment: The Middle Givens boat camp should be closed duled cut-bank present there. FWP
should locate an alternative site as soon as gessib

Response: FWP has closed this boat camp due to publicysafeicerns associated with this
steep cut bank, effective for the 2009 floater seas=WP is currently evaluating possible
alternate locations for this boat camp.

Comment: Camp Baker should not be developed as a campgifoutize reason that this would
encourage long-term camping and this would interfeith the float use of this site. Similarly,
floaters need the space at Camp Baker to orgamezedgear and establishing campsites would
limit the space available.
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Response: FWP would address the issue of long-term campurgng the peak floater season
by imposing appropriate length of stay limits. Dgrthe non-floater season, length of stay
limits could be extended with little impact on ftees. FWP would design and locate a
campground in an area that is separated from theldonch area. Gear organization would be
encouraged at the campsites as a means of redtaniggstion at the boat launch area. FWP
believes there is adequate space available atahg®aker site to accommodate overnight
camping and floater staging.

i) Comment: Poison ivy in and around the boat camps is a héfaléat and should be addressed.
Ants are also a significant problem at some boatpsa e.g. Lower Rock Garden boat camp, and
FWP should warn the public about the threats aels@tes, remove the poison ivy and ants, and/or
find an alternative location for the camps.

Response: FWP agrees with these observations and intendstify floaters using these boat
camps of this health threat. FWP also intendake progressive action to mitigate these
threats.

10 COMMENTSPERTAINING TO RESOURCE PROTECTION

Alternatives
There were no alternatives prepared for this topic.

Comments

Note: Some people provided resource input when commentingarious management issues and
topics. This section includes general commentsapeny to resource protection.

a) Comment: In general, the resources of the Smith River asF-ased, and as a consequence, have
suffered considerable, documented environmentabdam

Response: FWP has observed resource impacts at some of #tecmps and is examining
ways to help mitigate these impacts. FWP beganrtorong program in recent years to
monitor vegetative and soil impacts at the boatpsaWP is discussing the idea of hardening
some of core areas at boat camps as a means @sadilis problem. This could include
placement of gravel in the cooking area and tecdtlons. Hardening the core areas helps to
concentrate the use in appropriate locations athgceethe expansion of use into inappropriate
(resource sensitive areas). FWP actively promiod@se No Trace outdoor skills and ethics as
an important means of minimizing social and reseumgpacts.

b) Comment: There should be a weed control effort for thereniver corridor, assisted by the
adjoining counties.

Response: FWP agrees that noxious weeds are a serious coriéda has and will continue to
work cooperatively with local and state agencied pivate landowners to address this
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problem. FWP has worked jointly with the U.S. Foi$®srvice to conduct annual weed
spraying and weed pulling activities and has uselbdical controls along the corridor. FWP
also provides information to floaters about thebpems associated with noxious weeds and
ways to help prevent their spread.

c) Comment: The Draft Plan states that the quality of waterie of the most important issues for
the Smith River and yet the plan inadequately axtd® this topic and offers few proactive
suggestions. It is important to investigate newralktives for protecting and enhancing the water
and stream flows in the Smith River. This shouldude in stream water leasing, water banking or
other cooperative efforts projects that improvemsem and tributary stream flows during critical
periods and natural hydrologic functions year-raufd/P should consider using Corridor
Enhancement Account funds for this purpose.

Response: The Parks Division and the Smith River Recreatiaankbement Plan recognizes
the importance of water quality but does not diyeatidress this issue because the primary
focus of the plan is recreation management. In 200 FWP Fisheries Division dedicated half
of the time of a Future Fisheries Improvement Pang(FFIP) biologist to address the water
quality, water quantity, and fish habitat problenyswvorking collaboratively with landowners
and other agencies on these issue where possitdddition, the FFIP biologist is responsible
for an inventory of irrigation diversion structurémrriers, and entrainment problems in the
upper Smith River drainage. Smith River Corridoh&Bmcement Account funds may be used to
partially fund some of these habitat projects. Fleheries Division, in cooperation with the
Bair Ranch Foundation and the Montana Cooperaisfeelfy Research Unit, is launching a
study in the Smith watershed that will examine tida history. Fisheries technicians and a
graduate student will begin this work in the sumie2009. The inventory and life history
research will provide much needed information #ikiw prioritizing habitat work in the
watershed to maximize effectiveness of the fungeeged including the Corridor
Enhancement Account.

11 GENERAL COMMENTS
Alternatives
There were no alternatives prepared for this topic.

Comments

a) Comment: FWP should attempt to purchase more land along\ikeas a means to protect the
view and prevent the development of houses aloagiver.

Response: FWP recognizes that the viewshed along the SmitarRs an important part of the
float experience. Land acquisition and conservagi@asements are some of the tools that FWP
uses to preserve habitat and viewsheds. FWP wiliruee to pursue such measures to protect
the corridor.

b) Comment: The Smith River staff does great work.
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Response: FWP appreciates the public’s support and willvstto manage the Smith River for
a quality experience.

Comment: The proposal to produce a Smith River trip plagniideo or DVD is an excellent idea.
FWP might also consider producing a PBS televigimgram about the Smith River float trips.

Response: FWP intends to produce a video filmed on locatlat promotes river stewardship
and provides an important tool to plan and condesponsible, safe and enjoyable Smith River
float trips.

Comment: The lack of river etiquette and boating skillaisoncern. FWP should provide more
information on these topics during the orientasession.

Response: FWP will evaluate its floater orientation messagd ways to include information
on river etiquette. FWP does not teach boatindsséitd this is probably outside the scope of
work for a government agency. Recommendationsdf@ and responsible floating is included
on the Smith River website and the floater inforiorapacket.

Comment: FWP should increase motorized access within trex dorridor. This would benefit the
public and help FWP with maintenance work. CorrifBahancement Account funds could be used
for this purpose.

Response: Much of the land along the Smith River is privatel therefore opportunities to
expand motorized access to the river corridor airé/flimited. The primitive characteristics of
the Smith River are important values to many fleatkeat are enhanced by the limited amount
of motorized access to the river. FWP does nenithto pursue additional motorized public
access opportunities.

Comment: FWP should consider whether or not the sociakdrpce has improved since the
implementation of the permit system. Prior to tbgulations people regulated themselves and
problems were limited to holiday weekends.

Response: Smith River floater logs indicate that in gengrabple floating the river are

satisfied with their experience. The current manag® approach and permit system was
developed in response to public concerns aboutdhditions on the Smith River. While self-
regulation can be a viable means of addressingecnacFWP does not conclude that this is the
best approach for the Smith River given the amoftiriterest and levels of use.

Comment: FWP could address a number of serious managesoanerns with funding from the
Corridor Enhancement Account. Floaters would appte&nowing that their fees are used to
improve the Smith River.

Response: This type of information is always available upequest. The Smith River Annual
Report is also a good source of information abeaént, ongoing and future improvements on
the Smith River. FWP has the ability to use ComriBohancement Account funds for
improvements on the Smith River for projects thatralated to resource protection and
enhancement. FWP is currently using some of thdsio help to pay for a fisheries research
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project. FWP has intentionally reserved much ofabeount funds for special projects that may
arise in the future, e.g. securing land for a loaanp.

h) Comment: Out of concern for bears and floaters, FWP shpuldue ways to ensure proper
storage of food at boat camps (secure from bears).

Response: The management plan raises some concerns abeutipbtonflicts between
floaters and wildlife (primarily bears) and the piem of food habituated bears. FWP and the
U.S. Forest Service have communicated about a nwtedl approach for addressing these
concerns. This could include implementing a foadaje order in the future. Prior to
implementing food storage order FWP will expanceiterts to educate floaters and
landowners about the need to keep food, garbageywtof reach of bears. FWP would also
assess the methods available for storing food terakene what is acceptable and reasonable
for the Smith River.

i) Comment: The proposal to increase river patrols and pubtgraction is a good idea. Similarly,
it Is a good idea to establish maintenance crews.

Response: FWP’s goal is to enhance its ranger presence®®thith River with more
emphasis on visitor contacts and outreach. Thifgdcaso include additional staff for
conducting routine maintenance at boat camps atie aiut-in and take-out. FWP must obtain
legislative approval to add additional employeed amy such decision must be preceded by a
careful analysis of costs and benefits to the pudotid the agency. It should be noted that the
Forest Service is providing a seasonal river rang2009 as a means of increasing their
presence on the Smith River.

J) Comment: Consider allowing floaters to have a layover daytee river — a day that they would
not have to move camp.

Response: Layover nights (2 or more nights at the same caamgpermitted at mid-canyon
sites (Two Creeks to Upper Parker), however, only layover night is permitted during the
high use season (May 25-July 10). From June Tugir July 10 floaters are restricted to 4
nights maximum stay on the river once they launthese restrictions were put into place to
prevent bottle-necking (lack of boat camp avail&fiin the upper and lower reaches of river.

k) Comment: It would be easier to comment on the plan if thewent included the boundaries of
the Smith River State Park

Response: The Smith River State Park is a linear park theludes the entire river surface
between Camp Baker and Eden Bridge. The parkimtdades non-contiguous land areas
owned or leased by FWP and boat camps located torfdaForest lands that are managed by
FWP through a cooperative agreement.

[) Comment: The document does not discuss State ownershigedand under the riverbed. DNRC
claims ownership.

Response: The plan notes that because the Smith River svggable stream, the streambed
below the high water mark is state owned and tt@DXNRC is responsible for this area (pg.
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19 of the Draft Plan). FWP does not exercise mamagt authority over the streambed, but is
authorized under the Smith River Act to manageithes surface and recreational floating
activity between Camp Baker and Eden Bridge.

m) Comment: How does this document incorporate, fit with oplement the comprehensive Fish
and Wildlife comprehensive strategy? Why is thatetyy not referenced in this plan? Why does
this plan not discuss county growth policies odlase plans impacting this and surrounding
lands?

Response: The Recreation Management Plan focuses primanilyeoreational activities
occurring on and along the Smith River, which isylie plan does not provide information
pertaining to the Fish and Wildlife Comprehensiwategy. The plan recognizes that natural
resources and viewsheds are important componethe &mith River float experience and that
resource protection and management is integréleg@togram. Similarly, the plan states that
FWP will strive to maintain the river corridor’s tai@al appearance and scenic viewshed for the
enjoyment of the public.

n) Comment: Page 17 lists the research conducted by FWPtstafepare the plan. The plan needs
input from and involvement by the County Governmentservation districts and landowners
impacted before final adoption of this plan.

Response: FWP met with a member of the Meagher County Corsiarisprior to releasing the
draft plan. FWP also appointed a Cascade Countyndssioner and two landowners to the
Citizen Advisory Committee. FWP did not receive @oynments from conservation districts
but will continue efforts to maintain dialogue withe various county, state and federal
agencies that have an interest in the managemeiné &mith River.
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